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WATERWAYS 





FRIDAY, MAY 23, 1952 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Commirrere ON PuBiic Works, 
Washington, Do. 


The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:15 a. m., In room 
1302, New House Office Building, Hon. George H. Fallon, presiding. 

Mr. Fautton. Gentlemen, the Committee on Public Works meeting 
is called this morning for the consideration of H. R. 3764, a bill sent 
to us by the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce that 
has to do with reimbursing the States or cities in the case of a bridge 
being altered or improved for navigation purposes at the suggestion 
of the Department of the Army. 

Under the present law in the case of a change in a railroad bridge 
reimbursement is made by the Government. Some of the Members 
do not understand why highway bridges were left out of the law. No 
one seems to be able to explain that. This bill does just that. 

At this point in the record we will insert the bill. 

(Hl. R. 3764 is as follows: ) 


[H. kh. 3764, 82d Cong., Ist sess 


A BILL Toamend the Act of June 21, 1940, relating to the alteration of certain bridges over navigable water 
so as to include highway bridges, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the third, fourth, and fifth paragraphs of 
section 1 of the Act of June 21, 1940, entitled ‘An Act to provide for the alteration 
of certain bridges over navigable waters of the United States, for the apportion- 
ment of the cost of such alterations between the United States and the owners of 
such bridges, and for other purposes” (383 U.S. C., see. 511), are amended to 
read as follows: 

“The term ‘bridge’ means a lawful bridge over navigable waters of the United 
States, including approaches, fenders, and appurtenances thereto, (1) which is 
used and operated for the purpose of carrying railroad traffic, or both railroad 
and highway traffic, and (2) if a State, county, municipality, or other political 
subdivision is the owner or joint owner thereof, which is used and operated for the 
purpose of carrving highway traffic. 

“The term ‘bridge owner’ means any State, county, municipality, or other 
political subdivision, or any corporation, association, partnership, or individual 
owning, or jointly owning, any bridge, and, when any bridge shall be in the posses- 
sion or under the control of any trustee, receiver, trustee in bankruptcy, or lessee, 
such term shall include both the owner of the legal title and the person or the entity 
in possession or control of such bridge.”’ 

See. 2. Section 6 of such Act of June 21, 1940 (33 U.S. C., sec. 516), is amended 
by striking out the following: ‘‘Provided, That the part of the cost of alteration of 
any bridge for both highway and railroad traffic, attributable to the requirements 
of traffic by highway, shall be borne by the proprietor of the highway:”’ 

Sec. 3. Section 13 of such Act of June 21, 1940 (33 U.S. C., see. 523), is amended 
by striking out the words ‘‘used for railroad traffie’’. 
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tiated oat anata 


Mr. Fauion. Our first witness this morning is the sponsor of the 
bill, our distinguished floor leader, Mr. McCormack. 





STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN W. McCORMACK, MEMBER OF CON- 
GRESS FROM THE TWELFTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. McCormack. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, 

In order that you might have the history of this bill, so far as I am 
concerned, like yourself, I was not aware of the situation until the 
commissioner of public works of Massachusetts, Mr. William F. Calla- 
han, who is a distinguished and very honorable public official, and 
for whom IT have profound respect, talked with me in Boston and 
called this matter to my attention. Quickly T responded because it 
seemed to me that the consideration given to railroads, and justifiably 
so, where they had to go to considerable expense in reconstruction 
work on a bridge as a result of a change in a navigable stream as a 
consequence of a direction or action by the War Department—that 
that should also apply to publicly owned bridges used for traffic 
purposes, 

As a result of the visit to me of Commissioner Callahan and the 
discussion of it I had this bill drafted and introduced it. In the 
ordinary process, being referred to this committee, the committee 
naturally and properly sought reports from the agencies interested. 
1 understand that they have been received and that they are of a 
favorable nature, with a suggested amendment, which T think is a 
very proper one, so that there will be no possibility of the Federal 
Government paying twice for any repairs or reconstruction done. 

I suppose this applies in the case of a bridge where there are some 
bridges in the country that are used for traffie purposes and vehicular 
purposes, and also for railroad purposes. [ have seen them ocea- 
sionally and T assume this amendment would apply to that situation, 
and properly so. 

The purpose of the bill is to give toa State, county, or municipality, 
or other political subdivision, the same consideration where they are 
forced to go to expense as a result of either a relocation or a rebuilding 
of a draw, or for work done in connection with the bridge, that rail- 
roads receive when such action is necessary as a consequence of orders, 
instructions, or actions of the War Department in relation to a change 
in the navigable streams. That, in substance, is the history behind 
the bill. It is also the purpose of the bill. 

Inquiry naturally was made by the members of the committee as 
to why this was not taken care of when the original legislation was 
introduced and passed and enacted into law. Lam unable to answer 
the question except that the probabilities are that some situation 
developed at that particular time, | would assume, based on my ex- 
perience, in connection with some railroad or railroads, and they were 
the ones who called it to the attention of the Congress at that time, 
as they properly should and did. IT assume that the committee, who- 
ever introduced the bill at that time, confined it to railroads, or the 
committee in its consideration confined it to that. 

In any event, with that vague inference—and it is probably wrong, 
but it is nevertheless a reasonable probability the legislation was 
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enacted confining it to railroads, and railroads thereafter received con- 
sideration, 

The only thing I say now is that it should be given to any public 
agency, Whether it is a State, or a Commonwealth, or a city, or a 
county, or any other political subdivision, whether they are incor- 
porated towns, or whatever their designation may be, in accordance 
with the differences that might exist among the several States. In 
other words, the language is broad and comprehensive enough to 
protect any public agency that might be affected, and [ think properly 
so. It has been suggested to me that the word ‘‘and”’ on line 4, page 
2, should be changed to “or.” Lagree with that. Also, that it is not 
necessary to use the numeral (1) on line 2 and the numeral (2) on line 4. 

| think that is a very fine suggestion and I hope the committee will 
keep it in mind. 

Mr. Macurowicz. There are two “and’s” in line 4. Which one 
are you referring to? The second one? 

Mr. McCormack. The second one. The present Truman-Hobbs 
bill, as I understand it, permits the use of Federal funds to defray the 
cost of alteration or reconstruction of bridegs over navigable streams 
when such alteration or reconstruction is ordered by the War Depart- 
ment for the purposes of the improvement of navigation. 

Iam reading from a copy of a letter in my file which I sent on April 
9 of this year to the President. 

This bill as presently written excludes such Federal participation 
in the cost. | am talking about the law now. The present law, as 
presently written, excludes such participation by the Federal Govern- 
ment in the cost except where the bridge carries a railroad and ex- 
cludes any part of the cost which is chargeable to highway bridge 
facilities. 

The War Department, however, under its authority over navigable 
streams, continues to have the power to require alterations to highway 
structures, and properly so. I could take some illustrations, for ex- 
ample, of experience in Massachusetts where the Commonwealth has 
had to incur substantial expense as a result of changes, and the same 
applies to other States, and cities, and so forth. So it is a problem. 

While I gave an illustration of Massachusetts, because | know of 
the cases that occurred in Massachusetts, it would also be applicable 
to an State in the Union or to Thanh of our cities. 

| have here the acting commissioner of publie works, Mr. Matera, 
one of our very fine public officials. It happens that the commissioner 
has just come out of the hospital with an operation, otherwise he 
would be here himself. Acting Commissioner Matera is here and if 
vou have no questions to ask of me [ believe he would like to make a 
statement, 

Mr. MeGreeGor. Could Lask this question: Do LT understand vou to 
say there Was an amendment suggested by the Department which was 
acceptable to you? 

Mr. MeCormack. Yes. Exactly. [ think it is a proper amend- 
ment because | would never contemplate or have in mind the fact that 
the Federal Government might he subjected to a situation where they 
might be compelled to pay double or pay twice for the same work. 
So I think the amendment is a very good one. As a matter of faet, I 
would have put it in myself if | thought it was a possibility. I did not 
think there was un possibility of it. However, in their consideration 
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they believe there is or might be a possibility, and I think that they 
have emploved the right degree of caution. 

Mr. McGrecor. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fatuon. I have an amendment bere that I think was prepared 
by the Bureau of Publie Roads. 

Mr. McGreeor. Is that the amendment you referred to? 

Mr. McCormack. Have vou it there, Mr. Chairman? It reads as 
follows: 

Provided, That the part of the cost of alteration of any bridge which is used and 
operated for highway traffic or for both highway and railroad traffic, attributable 
to the requirements of traffie by highway, shall be borne only once by the United 
States, and the part of the cost of any subsequent alteration of any such bridge, 
attributable to the requirements of traffic by highway, shail be borne by the 
proprietor of the highway. 

Is that the amendment vou have? 

Mr. Fatuon. Yes. The sense is the same, but the wording is a 
little different. It goes on to say 
shall be borne by the proprietor of the highway or by the proprietor of the railroad. 


You do not have that in the last line. 

Mr. McCormack. No. No objection. 

Mr. MceGrecor. I would like to raise this question: That particular 
amendment is in the basie law which dealt with the railroads. I am 
wondering what difference it makes, that you are incorporating the 
highways. 

Mr. McCormack. The object of this is that there would be only 
one grant. This amendment here will assure as far as the Government 
is concerned there will only be one grant. 

Mr. McGreaor. As far as all of the bridges are concerned, though, 
the basie law did not say anything about one grant. 

Mr. McCormack. Of course, in the basic law I imagine that there 
would be no occasion for two grants there. If vou have a straight 
railroad bridge it is different from having a bridge which is a com- 
bination of traffic for the public and railroad. Occasionally you do 
see a combination bridge of that kind. 

Mr. Fatton. But the cost being borne only once only pertains to 
a combination bridge. Is that right? 

Mr. MeCormack. No. All bridges. 

Mr. McGreaor. All bridges. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Matera might be able to help you. While 
I have given the best of my opinion as a layman, | would rather that 
that question be addressed to the acting commissioner, whose back- 
ground and experience suggest that he would be a better witness than 
I am in that regard. 


STATEMENT OF FRANCIS B. MATERA, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER 
OF PUBLIC WORKS, COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 


Mr. Marera. Thank vou, Congressman and Mr. Chairman. My 
name is Francis B. Matera and I am associate commissioner of public 
works, Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, do you want me to go right into a 
discussion of it generally, or would you rather have me answer ques- 
tions in the beginning? I will do whatever vou gentlemen see fit. 

Mr. Fatton. You may go ahead. 
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Mr. Marera. For a little background on this matter | suppose 
there is no group of men anywhere in the country who are perhaps 
more aware of the situation in regard to highways and the dire need 
of highways in the Nation than vou people here in Washington. Cer- 
tainly your actions and your appropriations and the manner in which 
you have been handling the highway problems in cooperation with 
the various State agencies are certainly indicative of the fact that vou 
are aware of the needs of highways in the Nation. 

1 point out especially that your actions have precipitated a tre- 
mendous public sentiment all over the country. So much so that the 
State legislatures and the other government officials of the various 
cities and towns have probably made the treatment of State highways 
one of the most important elements in their current transactions. 

On a matter pertaining to the construction of highways, of course 
each locality, each State, each city, and each town is willing and is 
ready to take up its duty and responsibility of handling its own traffic 
needs and its own highways. We find also that these various local 
agencies by the use of the gasoline tax and because of the national 
philosophy of nondiversion of the so-called highway funds, are seeing to 
it that the moneys which are dedicated especially for highways should 
be used specifically for that purpose. [am sure no one would quarrel 
with the thought that it might be fair to say if moneys were to be used 
specifically for highway purposes that they should be used for that 
reason. That is the general feeling amongst the people of the Nation 
because that has been the action of many of our States in accordance 
with the philosophy that has been developed by the President and 
through vou gentlemen in Congress. 

In the course of our highway construction we find it is necessary 
many times and quite often to reconstruct and follow the pattern of 
already established highways and bridges. We find, however, that 
when We go over a navigable stream, before any State agency, Whether 
it is local, city or town, can go over and reconstruct or do some work 
to tie ina presently existing structure with some new highway develop- 
ment, it, of course, has to go to the War Department, or the United 
States Army engineers specifically, in order to obtain their permission 
to cover or overcome the navigable stream. 

A recent decision of the Supreme Court has stated that any stream 
which is now used for navigation or any stream which could be used 
and developed for navigation is considered to be a navigable stream 
and comes under the jurisdiction of the War Department and the 
United States Army engineers. Before they will give a permit or a 
license to do this the United States Army engineers rightfully, of 
course, are concerned with the navigability of the stream and because 
of the development and progress of navigation they are always aware 
of the future possibilities of streams and many times and quite often 
because of the small spans in a great many of our old bridges they are 
requiring a greater width in the spans. Before they will issue a permit 
they require the State department of public works to build and recon- 
struct the bridge with a greater span. In many instances they have 
come in without any initiative from the State departments or govern- 
ments and have required that we take out some of these structures 
and widen them for the benefit of the navigability of the streams. 

So vou have a double condition there. One is where the State itself 
is endeavoring to develop its highway system and wants to put in a 
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structure to replace an old structure which would be in the same locus 
and in the same position as the old bridge. 

You have the second condition where the War Department comes in 
and tells us to remove the present structure and get it out of the way. 

Under the Truman-Hobbs bill the highway bridges are not affected 
by that legislation. Of course, it is waderstandable that many vears 
ago highway developments and considerations were in no way given 
any consideration as to the necessity, as compared to the present-day 
needs. Therefore it is understandable when that legislation on 
navigable streams was developed that highway bridges were not 
considered. Railroads were then of course a major transportation 
facility and were considered in the Truman-Hobbs bill, so that it 
justly and rightly was stated in the bill that if the United States 
Army engineers required a railroad to remove a structure or to widen 
a structure to permit another structure which would provide better 
navigation on the stream to be built, then the Truman-Hobbs bill 
provides that the Federal Government will pay the cost for the neces- 
sity of removing that bridge and reconstructing it, less whatever 
increment of improvement directly accrues to the railroad itself. It 
isa good billand, of course, absolutely moral and justifiable legislation. 

Of course, in the past 10 vears we have all witnessed a tremendous 
trend toward highway transportation needs and facilities, as | pre- 
viously hurriedly outlined to you. So we find now that vou might 
have two bridges on the same stream, one a railroad bridge or a com- 
bination of railroad and highway, and the second # highway bridge. 

Now, in the first case, of course, they get immediate relief. The 
railroads are paid for the cost of reconstructing the bridge which the 
United States Army engineers stated has to be widened and recon- 
structed. But the highway bridge ts something which they have had 
no relief on. The States, counties, cities, and towns have been 
obliged to take care of that at their own expense, and in many tastances 
the local governments would not have touched the bridge and would 
not have been concerned about removing it. 

We have one bridge specifically that we have been told is going to 
be ordered out of location because the span is not wide enough for the 
United States Army engineers’ requirements on a navigable stream 
The bridge is only 16 vears old. It is in perfect shape and in good 
workable condition. We find that the bridge has probably another 
60 vears of life to it, but we will be required to reconstruct that bridge 
with a wider span and we would have to bear the whole cost out of the 
funds of the city of Boston m that specific instance. 

So we come before vou with this bill amending the Truman-Hobbs 
Act and say if it is good for the railroads and good for the private 
authorities, and if it is good for these private organizations who are 
maintaiming and earrving out the transportation needs of the country, 
then it certainly ought to fit that the various local governments, 
States, cities, and towns, ought to benefit—not benefit, because it 
really is not of benefit, but that they at least ought to share in the 
same recompense that the private organizations do. 

Mr. Fatuton. Let me ask vou a question. You cite that there are 
two phases of this bill. One is where the Government initiates the 
move, or where the Department of the Army initiates the move? 


Mr. Marvrera. Yes. 
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Mr. Farton. As T understand it now, they bear the cost as far as 
railroads are concerned. 

Mr. Marera. Yes. 

Mr. Fatton. You want them to bear the cost as far as the highway 
departments of the States are concerned, whether they be a combina- 
tion railroad and vehicular traffie bridge or a vehicular traffic bridge 
alone? 

Mr. Marera. Railroad and vehicular is already treated by the 
Truman-Hobbs bill in its present form. 

Mr. Panton. Will vou tell me what cost the Government should 
bear when the State initiates the move? 

Mr. Marera. It would be based on the same formula as that of the 
railroads. In other words, the Government would bear the cost of 
the reconstruction phase of the structure. 

Mr. MeGrecor. Will the gentleman vield? 

Mr. Marera. Yes 

Mr. MeoGreeor. Is that true where the State initiates it, is the 
Government still going to bear a proportion of the cost? What 
would be the position of the Government on a toll road that goes 
across navigable waters? 

Mr. Marera. A toll road would not come into consideration, to 
the best of my knowledge. 

Mr. Fatton. Let me ask vou a question on that a little further. 
What part of the cost would the Government be expected to pay if the 
State initiates the move? 

Mr. Marera. | would like to correct one point, sir, because in 
every instance the State does not initiate the move. The only time 
that the State is required to build a certain span is when it is based on 
the requirements of the United States Army engineers. So although 
the State may be the moving party in probably less than 10 percent 
of the cases it is actually the United States Army engineers who say, 
“Your present structure is not wide enough. Make it wider.” 

Mr. Fanon. Tam not talking about navigation use. [am talking 
about structures that have to be widened because of your new super 
highways, where vou might be using an old bridge, but vou have to 
widen it to conform with vour highways so it will not be a bottleneck. 

Mr. Marera. The span would never be required to be widened for 
highway bridges. The easiest and most inexpensive design for a 
State highway would be to have the opening of the span as narrow as 
possible. 

Mr. Fanon. You are talking about navigation? 

Mr. Marera. Highway construction, sir. 

Mr. Fauton. The wider the bridge, the less chance there is for a 
bottleneck in traffic if vour highwavs are being widened. 

Mr. Marera. When you say ‘traffic’ do you mean navigation 
traffic or vehicular trafiie? 

Mr. Fauion. | am talking about both. I know if vou go to the 
Army they will want a wider span for navigation. | am talking about 
your supports. 

Mr. Marera. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fatton. But the move was initiated because vou wanted a 
wider highway. 

Mr. Marera. I would say that is not the case. 
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Mr. Patton. But it could happen. It could be. 

Mr. Marera. Yes, it could be. 

Mr. MeGrecor. Suppose you wanted to change the alinement of 
your road at some future time the project would be initiated by the 
State then, would it not? 

Mr. Marera. That is right, sir. 

Mr. McGrecGor. Suppose you wanted to take out some curves on 
an approach to this particular bridge and in order to get a proper 
tangent you wanted to move the location of the bridge and it was 
initiated by the State. Would the Federal Government then come in 
for a proportion of the cost? 

Mr. Marera. If the other old bridge that was out of line was taken 
out completely and the new bridge was placed in order to substitute 
for the old bridge | would say yes. 

Mr. Fatton. Yes? The Government would participate? 

Mr. Marera. It would participate. 

Mr. Fatton. To what extent? 

Mr. Marera. In proportion to the total cost of the structure 
itself, because | can see in that type of bridge where there would be no 
actual improvement to the State governments that would accrue to 
them directly. 

Mr. Anceiy. Will the gentleman yield? 

May I ask you, Mr. Matera, does this bill provide if the project is 
initiated by a State or municipality itself on its own initiative that the 
Federal Government has to participate in the cost? 

Mr. Marera. | was afraid | might have gotten the wrong point 
over, sir. The only time the municipality or the local Government 
might initiate it would be, as Congressman McGregor pointed out 

Mr,ANGELL. | am interested in having your views as to whether 
the wording of this bill provides that if a project is initiated by a local 
community or State that the Federal Government has to participate 
in the cost? 

Mr. Marera. No. That is not so according to the wording of this 
bill. 

Mr. Anaety. Because I can see no reason for Federal participation 
in such case. 

Mr. Smrrx. I think the witness is confused about some of the appli- 
cations of this bill, Mr. Chairman. 1 believe the bill modifies this 
Truman-Hobbs Act in respect to railroads. Under the present law if 
a railroad wants to change a railroad bridge because it is wearing out 
and it does not fit the type of traflie they have, then the Federal 
Government does not have to replace the old bridge. I believe there 
has been some misunderstanding about the situation. Certainly 
I do not want to pass a law that would require the Federal Govern- 
ment to pay for the changing of every bridge. 

Mr. Fanton. That is why | am pursuing the question. | want to 
know who bears the cost when it is initiated by the State or the city. 

Mr. McCormack. I said that this amendment fits into the present 
Truman-Hobbs Act, extending it to those publicly owned bridges 
where they have to make changes as a result of the basie require- 
ments of the Truman-Hobbs Act. Section 3 says: 


Whenever any bridge shall in the opinion of the Secretary at any time unreason- 
ably obstruet such navigation, it shall be the duty of the Secretary after notice to 
interested parties to hold a hearing at which the bridge owner and those interested 
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in water navigation thereunder or therethrough, those interested either in rail- 
road or highway traffic thereover, and any other party or parties at interest shall 
have the full opportunity to offer evidence. 

Mr. McGrecor. If the gentleman will vield, that only refers to 
bridges that are obstructing navigation. But if they decided to 
change the alinement of the road they could draw specifications that 
would not obstruct navigation and might force the Federal Govern- 
ment to pay a portion of the cost. 

Mr. Marera. The same formula or same consideration that would 
be given to a railroad bridge under the same facts about changing the 
alioement or reconstruction for heavier traffic, or whatever the pur- 
pose would be on a railroad bridge—the same consideration and the 
same formula would be used in considering changes ina highway bridge. 

Mr. McGrecor. But as the floor leader state ed, there were very few 
changes in the alinements of railroads; not nearly as much as there 
might be on public highways. 

Mr. Marera. The major purpose of the Truman-Hobbs Act was 
to allow participation where navigation was affected. That is the 
whole nub of the problem. It is navigation. United States Army 
engineers come in and say, “Get that br idge out of there or widen it. 
Then the States have to do something about. it. 

We had a specific case in the Chelsea Creek Meridian Street Bridge. 
where the bridge had been up for a number of years and the tankers 
were going up in that navigable stream. The engineers were going 
in there to do a dredging job and widen the channel, and the city of 
Boston was ordered to take that bridge out of there. 

Mr. McGrecor. Could I raise this question: Would you object to 
a similar amendment applicable to the Department of Public Roads 
as you have here that is applicable to the Secretary of the Army, 
where a project is a hazard to navigation? That is, let a Public Roads 
official decide whether it was necessary. Would you favor an amend- 
ment whereby you would submit the proposal to the Public Roads 
Administration for their recommendation? 

Mr. Marera. Our feeling in the matter is, of course, that if the 
need was there of course it would make no difference how many 
groups or various organizations acted on it, but our department as a 
matter of policy does not see the need for it because if the War De- 
partment determines the bridge has to be taken out or has to be wid- 
ened, I should think that would be enough for the Federal Government 
to determine what the State has got to do up there. 

Mr. McGrecor. But that is only based on navigation. 

Mr. Marera. The whole problem is navigation. That is the only 
reason this comes in, is when the War Department states they want 
to dredge or widen the channel. 

Mr. Fautton. | can understand why you should have the same 
relief railroads do when it is a question of a change for the purposes 
of navigation. That is initiated on the part of the Federal Govern- 
ment. You should have relief in some part, or most of it should be 
borne by the Federal Government; but when the State initiates the 
move for the realinement of a highway or because they have to have 
instead of one 20-foot lane, two 20-foot lanes, and therefore vou need 
anew bridge, then what part of that cost is expected under this pro 
posed net to be borne by the Federal Government? 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN CLARKSON, DEPARTMENT ENGINEER, 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, COMMONWEALTH OF MAS- 
SACHUSETTS 


Mr. Crarkxson. The Truman-Hobbs bill at the present time per- 
mits the Federal Government to participate in the cost of the altera- 
tion of the bridge only when that alteration is ordered by the Secre- 
tary of War for the purposes of navigation, or the improvement of 
navigable streams. 

Mr. MeGreeor. Then in other words you cannot initiate a pro- 
gram ora change. 

Mr. CLrarkson. We cannot initiate a change which would partici- 
pate in Federal funds under the Truman-Hobbs law if this amendment 
Is passed. 

Mr. Sarra. The whole confusion is the result of the witness’ con- 
fusion about what the bill does. 

Mr. ANGeLL. Does this bill broaden that provision? 

Mr. Crarkson. The amendment you have broadens the Truman- 
Hobbs bili only to the extent of making it applicable to highway 
bridges owned by public authorities over navigable streams, when so 
ordered, with all the other conditions of this bill. 

Mr. AnGexv. But if the highway department itself wants to make 
a change this amendment will not require the Federal Government to 
participate in the cost? 

Mr. Ciarkson. No, sir. Not under this bill. 

Mr. McGrecor. In other words, a highway department cannot 
initiate the program? 

Mr. Crarkson. Not to participate in any Federal funds under the 
provisions of this bill. 

Mr. Fatton. Colonel Milne, can vou give us the answer? 

Colonel Mitne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fatton. Do Vou agree with Mr. Clarkson that the only time 
you can get the Government to participate in the cost of renovating 
or moving a bridge is when the moving is initaited for navigation pur- 
poses by the Department of the Army? 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. D. MILNE, DEPUTY CHIEF OF CIVIL 
WORKS FOR RIVERS AND HARBORS, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 


Colonel Minne. That is correct, and it is in the present law only 
when a railroad bridge is declared to be obstructing. It is my under- 
standing this bill would simply add to it highway bridges, but where 
the move is initiated by a State or a railroad company at their own 
volition the Federal Government bears no share of the cost. 

Mr. Fauion. That answers the question, 

Mr. Trimpiue. Mr. Matera, here is the situation that occurs to me 
that I would like to have cleared up. Suppose a highway department 
of a State or Commonwealth through necessity has to build a new 
bridge. The old one deteriorated and it has to build a new bridge. 
Then the Department of the Army comes along and says, ‘ You can- 
not build it at the same height as this one. You have to get it higher 
so as to take care of navigation.” The State department of highways 
initiated the move and they have to build a new bridge, or they may 
want to straighten a new bridge. They initiate the project and the 
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corps then comes along and says that thev have to stick it up 10 feet 
higher, which means they must spend a lot of extra money in order 
to build the viaducts and approaches thereto. Do you say that this 
would not apply to that situation? 

Mr. Marera. I refer to my expert, who knows the exact applica- 
tion of the Truman-Hobbs bill as to how it affects highways. Mr. 
Clarkson could probably give vou a better interpretation of that. 

Mr. Cuarkson, The condition vou speak of, Mr. Trimble, is costing 
all vour highway departments a lot of money. That condition is 
not the subject of this bill. This bill is only to take care of those 
conditions ordered by the War Department for the improvement of 
navigation on navigable streams. The condition you speak of, the 
initiation by the community, the State, the town and city, and so 
forth, would be their responsibility and cost only. The Federal funds 
under this act are not eligible, and it was not intended to be. The 
condition you bring up costs New England and has cost New England 
in the last 10 vears $28,000,000. But this bill is not intended to 
correct: that, because the President’s Water Resources Commission 
has already made recommendations along those lines, and ultimately 
I presume that Commission will get around to writing a bill. 

Mr. Trimpie. Then | was right in my conclusions. 

Mr. MeGrecor. T want to compliment the witness on his knowl- 
edge, and statement which clarified the whole situation. 

Mr. Fauton. Let me ask vou another question. Have you seen 
the amendment proposed to this bill? 

Mr. CLarkson. | have read it once, sir. 

Mr. Fauronx. Let me read just one seatence here: 

In respect to relocating railroad or highway bridges, respectively, shall be 
borne by the United States only once. 

Joes that mean if the Federal Government were to come back at 
another time and decide that for navigation purposes there must be 
an alteration made of this bridge that the railroad will have to bear the 
cost the second or third time? 

Mr. Ciarkson. I did not write the amendment that vou have in 
mind. T can ask two or three questions, of which that is one, about 
this proposed wording. Tam not able to mterpret that Perhaps 
Mr. Boykin, who is from the Burean of Public Roads, ts here, and stace 
he wrote that, [ believe, perhaps he ean answer. 

Mr. Fatrox. Mr. Boykin, can vou answer that? 


STATEMENT OF L. E. BOYKIN, SOLICITOR, BUREAU OF PUBLIC 
ROADS 


Mr. Boykin. If they did it more than once then the obligation 
would not be on the Government to pay for it. That is the purpose 
of the amendment. 

Mr. Fatton. Even if the Government initiated the move? 

Mr. Boykin. That’s right. 

Mr. Fanton. The second, or third, or fourth time the total cost 
would have to be borne either by the States or the railroads? 

Mr. Boykin. That’s right. 

Mr. Farton. That is not the law at the present time under the 
Truman-Hobbs bill? 
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Mr. Boykin. It is not the law at the present time in respect to rail- 
roads under the Truman-Hobbs Act. It was the law, however, with 
respect to all types of bridges, railroads as well as highway, until the 
passage of the Truman-Hobbs Act. The passage of the Truman- 
Hobbs Act took the railroads out and put them in a class by them- 
selves, whereby the Federal Government would relieve them of the 
obligation to pay the cost where the Government ordered an altera- 
tion. 

Mr. Fatton. Regardless of how many times? 

Mr. Boykin. Regardless of how many times. The purpose of this 
amendment is to limit payment with respect to any particular bridge 
by the Federal Government to only once—and by the way, there are 
two drafts. There is this first draft here that is in this Bureau of the 
Budget letter of May 13, and I see there are several copies. It just 
happens, Mr. Chairman, that I assisted in drafting both of these, so | 
know what it is. 

Mr. Fauton. What this amendment does is it restricts the law as 
far as the railroads are concerned. This bill does two things with the 
amendment. It restricts the law as far as the railroads are coua- 
cerned and extends the law as far as highway bridges are coacernaed. 

Mr. Boykin. That would be the purpose of this last amendment; 
ves, sir. 

Mr. Larcapr. May I make the observation that of course I under- 
stand the question that the existing law provides for the Government 
and the Corps of Engineers to bear the cost of changing or improviig 
or raising any bridge that interferes with navigation at the present 
time, and all that is sought here is to extend that law so as to take in 
highwavs. Is that correct? 

Mr. Marera. That is correct. 

Mr. Larcapr. The point I would like to make is this: With that 
restriction the Government can only participate in the cost of making 
the change once, and on navigable streams the conditions are constant- 
lv changing in the beds of the rivers and streams, and they sometimes 
change their course entirely. 

Also, for other reasons that might obtain after a bridge has been 
remodeled or replaced by the Government some other condition may 
arise where it may be necessary again to make some other change in 
that particular bridge. So I am just wondering whether it would be 
wise to restrict this bill to the point where the Government would be 
obliged or had the authority to make only one improvement or one 
change in one bridge. 

Mr. Fatton. Will the gentleman vield? 

I agree with Mr. Larcade and I would like to ask Mr. Boykin a 
question on that point. Why is this restriction put in there where 
the Government at its own initiative or its own suggestion can suggest 
changes and only participate in the cost once? If they come back 5 
vears later and want a change in the same bridge, why should the 
State Highway department or the railroads pay fer it? That is 
what this amendment does. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, sir. That is what it does. 

Nir. SMivu. Muy suggestion is, would it not be proper to ame id 
this amendment to say that there would not be payment twice for the 
same operation or the same change? That would protect the Govern- 
ment and at the same time protect the States if there were two chances. 
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Mr. Fatton. Colonel Milne, what has been your experieace in 
respect to changes and relocations in bridges? How often is the same 
bridge changed more than once? 

Colonel Minne. To my knowledge, Mr. Chairman, there is only 
one imstance where we have in any reasonable length of time had to 
alter a bridge more than once. 

Mr. Fanuton. Was the cost borne by the Federal Government 
both times? 

Colonel Minne. No. In that case it was a highway bridge and 
the cost had to be borne by local interests. 

As vou understand, Mr. Chairman, when we approve the dimensions 
for a bridge we are guided by two philosophies. One, we do not want 
to make the local communities pay more than they really should. 
We do not want to make the bridge too high or too wide. We try 
to think of what will happen in the next 20, or 30, or 40 vears, and we 
try to make the bridge of sufficient span so as to last for the life of the 
bridge. Unless something unusual happens that bridge should last 
its life without being altered again. 

Mr. Fatiton. What do you think of changing the amendment to 
read as Mr. Smith suggested, to say only once on a particular project? 

Colonel Miune. If we accept the provisions of the Truman-Hobbs 
Act as applicable to railroad bridges as being good and equitable, 
and we require a bridge to be changed and the Government then 
has to pay a proportionate share of the cost, then I think if the Gov- 
ernment at some later time requires that railroad company to change 
that bridge for navigation reasons again, then exactly the same prin- 
ciples that guided the initial change should govern the second change, 
In other words, the Government should pay. 

Mr. MeGreGor. Have vou seen this amendment? 

Colonel Mitne. Just what has been read, sir. 

Mr. Fatton. Colonel, do you not think the amendment would be 
improved if vou used the language Mr. Smith suggested? Will vou 
repeat that, Mr. Smith? 

Mr. McCormack. One operation. 

Mr. Sairxa. The amendment should be changed to read that the 
Federal Government should be required to bear the cost only once for 
each individual project modification. 

The colonel, | think, has already stated he approved of the idea 1 
had in saying that if for another reason vou had to rebuild a bridge 
or change it because of a navigational difficulty, under the present 
philosophy the Government should have to bear that cost too, I 
would have to check with the counsel about the exact language. 

Mr. McCormack. May I say something? 

Mr. McGreacor. If it is satisfactory to the author of the bill 1 
think we can work out an amendment. 1 think we are all in accord 
on what should be done. 

Mr. McCormack. May I say the furthest thought frem my mind 
and the thought which was never in my mind was that it would 
change the present law with relation to railroads. I would feel very 
much distressed if as a result of the introduction of this bill there 
were contemplated any change in the present law in relation to rail- 
roads, because no such thought was in my mind. 

lam clad these questions took place beeause it brought to mv mind 
a possibility, or a probability, and in fact it would be an actuality 
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that the slightest thought never entered my mind on that seore. I 
want the record clearly to show that. Lt am solely trving to do 
something tn relation to public agencies under similar situations where 
I think thes are entitled to consideration. 

Mr. Fauton. Mr. Watts. 

Mr. Warrs. Would we not be in that situation if we forgot the 
amendment? 

Mir. MeGreGor. That was the question [ was trying to raise. 

Mr. Wares. In other words, why try to frame an amendment to 
do something vou do not need to do? The law takes care of the 
situation if vou leave the entire amendment out. 

Mr. Panton. That is correct, because if T understand the Army 
engineers statement it happens so infrequently only once —that 
they have no objection to taking the amendment out. 

Mir. Wares. Take the amendment out. Then if it is done a second 
time you have to pay for it, so vou do not need the amendment. 

Mr. Surru. | would like to ask the colonel a question. Under the 
present law, without amendment, would vour interpretation of it be 
that if vou had to require a railroad to change its bridge for the second 
time then the Government would have to pay for that change? 

Colonel Minne. Under the present law the Government would. 

Mr. MeGrecor. If we were to incorporate highway bridges in it 
they would have to do the same thing for the vehicular traffic. 

Colonel Minne. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. MeGreeor. That is all that is necessary. 

Mr. Panton. Mr. MeCormack, | think the committee understands 
what your intentions are in this bill. It is just a question of the 
language that is in the bill. We do not want to disturb the railroads 
under the present law but we want to bring the highway bridges in 
under the present law and have them get the same benefits as the 
‘ailroads. 

I think it can be done by striking out part of the section of this bill 
dealing with it, but I think we can go into that in executive session 
and mark up the bill and do all the things that were suggested here 
today and still bring out a bill that you want and which is intended I 
think to correct something that should have been in the present law. 

Mr. McGreaor. Will the gentleman yield? It is just simply a 
matter of giving the vhicular highways the same consideration as we 
are giving the railroads. 

Mr. Fatton, That is right. It is exactly what we want to do. 

Mr. McGrecor. We do not want to jeopardize the local political 
subdivisions on this “one change’’ subject, because if the Army 
engineers want to make a change the second or third time then the 
cost would fall back on your political subdivisions, which would be 
unfair. 

Mr. McCormack. That is correct. 

Mr. Larcapr. May I ask a question of Colonel Milne for the record? 
I want to clear this point up so there will not be any misunderstanding 
about it. Colonel, is it not possible and probable, as Mr. McCormack 
has said, that a navigable stream may change its course? 

I know of instances where a bridge has been built and the navigable 
stream changed its course and left the bridge high and dry. 

Is it not a fact that streams are constantly changing their courses 
and navigation and flood-control needs make it necessary to improve, 
or change, or rebuild a bridge at another location? Is that not right? 
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Colonel Mitnes. ft think, Mr. Lareade, the question of a navigable 
stream changing its course could happen, but it is rather unusual. 
On the other point vou mentioned, it is verv apt to be true. The 
requirements of navigation are very apt to change during the course 


of the vears, which would result in greater requirements for bridge 
Clearances 5. 

Mir. Larcaps. The point | want to make, Colonel, is that I do not 
believe the bill should be amended whereby authority for the Govern- 
ment to participate in the relocation or change should be restricted 
toonly one time. Tdo not think it is necessary to put that amendment 
in at all 

Mr. Grorce. Do vou have any idea how many bridges this would 
apply to at the present time in the United States, Colonel? 

Colonel Minne. In our report, that is, the report submitted by the 
Secretary of the Army, we estimate that the requirements for highway 
bridges would be probably in the same magnitude as the experience we 
have already had to date with railroad bridges. 

Mr. GrorGr. How many was that? 

Colonel Minne. We have apportioned the cost in the amount of 
about $5,000,000 to date, and there are four or five bridges still pending. 

Mr. Groras. That does not apply when vou widen a bridge or 
increase the clearance for roads, or anything like that, but is straight 
navigation. 

Colonel Minne. This is straight navigation. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Marera. For the record [ would like to point out that most of 
the highway departments and public-works officials in the various 
States of the country have desired to be at the hearing, but because of 
the short notice of the hearing date we were unable to get in touch with 
most of them to apprise them of the fact that the hearing was on. 

I have here several letters which have been sent in from heads of 
various State highway departments which I would like to get into 
the record in support of the bill. 

Mr. Fanuon. If there is no objection on the part of the committee 
they will be inserted in the record at this point. Also, [ would like 
to ask unanimous consent of the committee to insert some corre- 
spondence in the record regarding this legislation. 

(The documents referred to are as follows: ) 

THe Srate Roap Commission or West VIRGINIA, 
Charleston 5, August 8, 1951. 
Re H. R. 3764 and 5. 1608. 
Hon. Marrnew M. NEELY, 
Senator, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

Drak SENATOR NEELY: I write primarily to solicit your support of two bills 
now before the Congress, namely, H. R. 3764 and 8. 1608, which have for their 
purpose amendment to the Truman-Hobbs Bridge Act of June 21, 1940. 

As you know, these amendments are for the purpose of erasing the discrimina- 
tion shown to highway bridges in the distribution of the cost of alterations ordered 
by the War Department for the improvement of water navigation. 

In my opinion West Virginia would be potentially benefited by passage of these 
amendments. Your favorable support of these amendments will be greatly 
appreciated by the State Road Commission of West Virginia. 

With kindest personal regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Ray CaveNpIsH, Commissioner. 
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Avaeusr 15, 1951. 
Frep W. Fiscn, 
Deputy Superintendent, New York State Department, 
Albany, N.Y. 

My Dear Mr. Fiscu: Thank vou very much for your letter of August 13, 1951, 
relative to bills H. R. 3764 and 8. 1608 now pending in Congress. I appreciate 
very much your general accord with the principle of the bills and would like to 
see the support of vour congressional delegation for these bills. 

The chairman of the House Committee on Public Works, Congressman Buckley, 
is from your State and if a strong interest was expressed by your department to 
him it would probably aid a great deal in getting the bills through the committee 
and onto the floor of the House. 

Your assistance would he greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
Wintram PF. CaLuan AN, Commissioner 


Srare or Tiuinots DerearTMENT OF PuBLIC Works AND BUILDINGS, 
Springfield, August 31, 1951. 
Hon. Winwtam F. CALLAHAN, 
Commissioner of Public Works, 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Boston, Mass. 

Deak Mr. CaLtanan: Receipt is acknowledged of your letter of July 11 and 
the statement attached, both relating to H. R. 3764 and 8. 1608. We are entirely 
in accord with vou on the need for amending the Truman-Hobbs Act. 

In line with your suggestion that we line up support in Congress for these 
amendments, we have prepared a statement endorsing H. R. 3764 and 8. 1608, 
and have sent copies to each Senator and Congressman from I}linois. For your 
information I enclose two copies of our statement and a copy of our letter of 
transmittal to Senator Douglas, which is typical of the letters written to all 
Members of the Illinois delegation in Congress, 

Very truly vours, 
Cnas. P. Casey, Director. 


Srare Hicguway DerrarRtTMENT OF GEORGIA, 
Atlanta, July 25, 1951. 
Mr. Winuiam F. CaLLAHan, 
Commissioner, Department of Public Works, 
Boston, Mass. 

Dear Mr. Cattanan: Thank you for vour letter of July 11 and copies of your 
statement in support of the passage of H. R. 3764 and 8. 1608, an act to amend the 
Troman-Hobbs Act. 

Please be assured of our interest and cooperation in this matter. 

Sincerely vours, 
Srave Hicnway Boarp or Groraia. 
Jim LL. Grits, Sr., Chairman. 


Srare oF MINNESOTA, 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS, 
St. Paul, Minn., July 26, 1951. 
Mr. Winuiam FPF, CaLLanan, 
Commissioner of Public Works, 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Boston, Mass. 

Dear Commissioner: I want to thank you for your letter of July 11 and the 
attached statement in support of the proposed bills to amend the Truman-Hobbs 
Act. 

For your information, I might state that here in Minnesota we have encoun- 
tered discriminatory effects of the present act, as regarding highway bridges, in 
several instances. One was in the requirements for the new bridge carrying 
United States Highway No. 61 over the Mississippi River at Hastings, Minn. 
A similar problem is now confronting us in connection with the pressing need for 
construction of a new bridge 6n Lyndale Avenue South, Minneapolis, to carry 
United States Highway No. 65 over the Minnesota River. The cost of a strue- 
ture at this location which would be fully adequate for traffic requirements, has 
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been so pronouncedly increased by War Department requirements on account 
of navigation clearances (which incidentally would not often be utilized), that 
the result has been to hold up the entire improvement indefinitely. 

Increased costs on account of navigation requirements also have been a factor 
of considerable consequence in connection with several county bridge projects in 
our State. 

Very truly vours, 
M. J. HOFFMANN, 
Commissioner of High ways. 


Arizona Hicguway DrpariMENT, 
Phoeniz, Ariz., August 28, 1951. 
Mr. Wituiram F. CALLAHAN, 
Commissioner, Department of Public Works, 
Boston, Mass. 

Drak Mr. Cattanan: Thank you for the information concerning Congres- 
sional bills H. R. 3764 and 8. 1608. While the improvement of highway bridges 
of this nature does not directly concern Arizona we recognize the implications of 
discrimination in the application of Federal funds for this purpose. 

Copies of letters written to our Congressmen are enclosed for your files. 

Very truly vours, 
R. C. PERKINS, 
State Highway Engineer 
R. D. CANFIELD, 
De puty State Engi neer. 


STATE OF CALIFORNIA, 
DerrparTMENT or Pusiic Works, 
Sacramento, Auqust 13, 1951. 
Mr. Wiiwiam F. Canianan, 
Commissioner, Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 
Department of Public Works, Boston, Mass. 

Dear Mr. CanLranan: Your letter of July 11, 1951, and the copy of Statement 
of the Commissioner of Public Works, Commonwealth of Massachusetts, in 
support of the passage of H. R. 3764 and S. 1608, an act to amend the Truman- 
Hobbs Act (the act of June 21, 1940), were received in this office promptly. How- 
ever, the press of business and the retirement of Mr. C. H. Purcell, director of 
publie works, from State service at the close of business July 31, 1951, have 
precluded previous acknowledgment of vour letter. 

H. R. 3764 and S. 1608, which are proposed acts for amending the Truman- 
Hobbs Bridge Act, have been called to our attention by the American Association 
of State Highway Officials also and Mr. G. T. McCoy, State highway engineer of 
California, has accepted appointment to a special committee of the association 
to present testimony before the respective House and Senate committees at such 
times as hearings may be held. You may, therefore, be assured of California’s 
support of the bills and that every effort will be made to secure the support of the 
other Western States. 

Your thoughtfulness in calling this matter to attention and furnishing a copy 
of the statement to be presented by Massachusetts in respect to the bills is 
sincerely appreciated and copies of vour letter and the statement are being fur- 
nished to Mr. MeCoy for his information. 

Yours very truly, 
Frank B. DurKeEr, 
Director of Public Works. 


Texas Hicguway DrpartTMent, 
Austin, Tex., August 1, 1951 
The CoMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS, 
Dk partme nt of Public Works, 
O flice of the Commisstoner, Roston 14, Mass 


\ttention Mr Williem ik Call: I Anh, C‘ommissione r. 


Dear Mr. Cannanan: Receipt is acknowledged, with thanks, of vour ki 
letter a! July . M51. a Iyvi Ine that there have been introduced in Congres by 
members from Messachusetts, bills which have for their purpose the amendme 


of the Trt man-Holbbs brid ( Act to erase t he diser minatror -hown to public 
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owned highway bridges in the distribution of cost of alterations ordered by the 
War Department for the improvement of water navigation. 

I wish to advise that the Texas Highway Department is most interested in this 
legislation and that we will do what we can in the interest of these bills 

Again thanking vou for vour kind letter and for your thoughtfulness in including 
the prepared statement for use at the committee hearings, I remain, 

Sincerely yours, 
1) Es. Crt ER, Stat LTigl ray Eng neer 


STATEMENT OF THE COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC Works, COMMONWEALTH OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 


The Commonwealth of Massachusetts requests the Congress of the United 
States to pass the two bills, H. R. 3764 and 8S. 1608, which are now before it, and 
which are identical bills introduced into Congress to amend the present act of 
June 21, 1940. This latter act permits the Federal Government to participate 
in the cost of the alteration of railroad bridges over navigable streams wher such 
alteration is required and ordered for the improvement of water navigation. 

The purpose of the two bills to amend the Truman-Hobbs Act is to permit for 
publicly owned highway bridges the same arrangements regarding the financing 
of alterations which now exist for privately owned bridges carrving railroad traftic. 
At the present time when the Secretarv of War and the Chief of Engineers order 
the alteration of a bridge carrying railroad traffie for the purpose of improving 
water navigation, the railroad bears only that part of the cost which represents 
improvements and betterments to its property, the Federal Government bears the 
remainder of the cost. Existing legislation requires the owner of the pubdie 
highway, either State, citv, town, or county, to bear the entire cost of such 
alterations to highway bridges, or alterations to the bighway portion of jointly 
used bridges. With bardly an exception, this throws an unusual and almost 
impossible financial burden on a smaller public or quasi-public body. The pur- 
pose of the amendment to the Truman-Hobbs bill is to apply the same equitable 
arrangement to publicly owned highway bridges as now pertains to privately 
owned railroad bridges. 

The Constitution of the United States expressly delegates to the Congress 
under its commerce provisions, the authority and responsibility for the protection 
and promotion of water-borne commerce. \s early as 1820 Congress recognized 
its responsibilities on inland water improvements. Since then it bas appropriated 
funds for improving the river and barbor facilities as the need requires. There 
seems therefore no doubt that river and harbor improvements are primarily a 
Federal function. 

The present Truman-Hobbs Act and the existing General Bridge Act (60 
Stat. 812) contain the necessary authority to protect the waterways of this 
Nation against encroachments due to land-borne transportation I am not 
suggesting a change in these requirements nor does either of the bills H.R 3764 
or S. 1608 contain any provision for the reduction of congressional control of 
waterways. 

I nder existing legislation, however, the publie hody which owns and operates a 
bridge for highway traffic is required to subsidize river navigation out of funds 


collected for the maintenance and improvement of bighwavy facilities rhis, 
I contend, is an unnecessary and unjustified subsidy of water transportation by 


the user of highway transportation facilities, and it is a subsidy which the avail- 
able highway funds ean ill-afford. 

Congressional committees, executive agencies of Federal Government and 
many impartial and well-qualified authorities and groups, after long and pains- 
taking surveys, have reported to vou, to the President, and to the general 
publie the dire need of adequate highway facilities. These needs, both for 
defense and peacetime, exceed many times the funds available for such improve- 
ments and exceed anv coneeivable amount of funds that could be provided. At 
the present rate of highwav depreciation and the present financial abilities of the 
States and local communities we will never eatch up with the highway needs of 
this Nation but rather will we continue to fall behind. Our high accident rate 
and the financial losses due to the inefficiency of our present roads are very tangible 
witnesses to these needs, 
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nder present legislation, the funds available to road building are being reduced 
by sizable amounts for the benefit of water transportation. In Massachusetts 
alone in the recent years, for the construction of 12 major highway bridges over 
navigable water, the increment of cost due to navigation on the basis of present 
day costs amounted to $4,900,000, This would build a lot of highway improve- 
ments even at today’s high costs of construction. These same 12 bridges annually 
cost this (¢ ‘Commonwealth approximately 5100,000 a vear to operate; this js not a 
maintenance cost but the cost solely to raise and lower bridges for water-borne 
vehicles. For all of New England this subsidy by the highway user for recent 
vears amounts to $28,290,970 with an annual operating cost of $311,000 and in 
New Jersey, alone, the increased cost of bridges due to navigation amounts to 
$70,000,000 with an annual cost of operation of $1,000,000. These arg not all the 
movable bridges over navigable waters in these areas but the figures give come idea 
of the extent to which highway user taxes presently are being used for water-borne 
transportation. 

I have under construction a bridge in Boston Harbor which js costing the 
Commonwealth $4,000,000, the alteration and reconstruction of which was 
ordered by the Chief of Engineers in order to widen the channel through which 
ships could pass. Under present legislation IT must provide the entire eost of this 
improvement to the waterways out of the highway fund, paid for by highway 
users. This fund will nowhere near cover the cost of the miniMym needs to our 
highway system, needs which the Federal Government, its CiVilign and military 
units are urging me daily to take care of, 

There exist in Boston Harbor two other bridges over navigable streams which 
the Corps of Engineers has reported on and which water-borne traffie feels are too 
narrow for their needs or for the Federal plan of improvement for the waterwav 
they cross. One earries solely rail traffic and is owned by a railroad company. 
The alteration, when ordered, will under present legislation be financed mostiv 
by Federal funds. Adjacent to this bridge is a highway bridge. The fender 
system for both is integral. Yet when the railroad bridge jis altered with Federal 
funds, present legislation requires that the alteration of the fender system of the 
highway bridge, which will thus be required, be paid for solely out of loca! public 
highway ap —_ itions. 

Another case in Boston Harbor is the Chelsea Street bridge over Chelsea Creek 
which was built ae 14 vears ago by the city of Boston at a cost of $712,000 
Today that same bridge would cost in the neighborhood of 82.500.000. The 
water transportation organizations have for some time been pressing for the 
alteration of this bridge from its 100-foot clear channe| opening to the 175-foot 
opening which the War Department has been establishing for this stream. To 
rebuild this bridge to a 175-foot waterway today would cost in excess of $4.000.000. 
Yet the present bridge is fully adequate for highway tr: ansports ition and is only 
14 years old. Under present legislation, the entire eost of a new strueture here 
will be borne by the city of Boston or the C ommonwealth out of highway funds 
even though such reconstruction in no w ay is re quired by highw: ay transportation 
but is solely for the improvement of a water transport facility. 

C ongress has fone on rec ord against the diversioy of } ithwav f inds vet. present 





legislation creates such diversion. The President's Water Poliey Commission 
reached a conelvsion the same as the proponents of these bills—-that is. that the 
cost of shbetixe highway bridges to meet navigation requirements shorld be borne 
jointly by the water project and the highway interests on an equitable basis. This 


Commission consisted of a group of men of outstandine ebility. honesty, and 
patriotism, who were aided in the technical phases of their work by the most 
qualified group of engineers and administrators which the Federal and State 
Governments and our best universities could produce. 

Lack of an equitable distribution of cost for alterations to bridges for the im- 
provement of water navigation actually leads to hampering waterborne commerce. 
Under present legislation many improvements are delaved because of the financial 
inability of the locel community to undertake sizeable reconstruction projects 
when thev are needed. 

The bills, H Rh 3764 and S. 1698, permit such an equitable basis for sharing the 
cost of alterations to highway bridges; they, in no way, interfere with the Federal 
control of waterways nor do they in any way reduce or restriet the present pre- 
rogatives of the Chief of Engineers in administering to or ir rivers and wv arbors ] 
urge therefore their immediate enactment into law, 
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWaAys. 
Richmond, July 23, 1951. 


Hon. Witiram F. CAaLianan, 
Commissioner, Department of Public Works, Boston 14, Mass. 

Dear Mr. Ca.vanan: This refers to your letter of July 11 regarding H. R. 3764 
and 8. 1608 The Virginia Highway Commission and the American Association 
of State Highway Officials will do all that we can to further the amendment to the 
Truman-Hobbs Act. Your very able statement has been studied with interest 
and profit. I appreciate the fine work that vou and your colleagues are giving to 
this important problem. 

With best wishes, 

Sincerely vours, 
J. A. ANDERSON, 
Commisstoner, President, American Association of State Highway Officials. 


Colonel Mitne. May | take one mimute of your time and read this 
into the record, please? It does not relate directly to the provisions 
of this bill but it is something I would like to acquaint the committee 
with and see if they could assist us. 

Mr. Fation. All right. 

Colonel Mitne. Following recent decisions of the Supreme Court, 
we have an opinion of the Judge Advocate General that Truman- 
Hobbs cases must hereafter be considered subject to the formal 
requirements of the Administrative Procedure Act of June 11, 1946. 
This means that our hearings in such cases must be formal, quite 
similar to court proceedings, as contrasted with the informal type 
of hearing held heretofore. 

The presiding officer, instead of a member of the Corps of Engineers, 
must be either the Secretary of the Army or an examiner appointed 
by the Civil Service Commission; the transcript of testimony and 
exhibits will constitute the exclusive record for decision, Lastead of 
being supplemented, as now, by our experience, data, and judgment. 

At least one, and possibly two examiners will have to be set up 
in our office. Preparation of each case on the part of both the Gov- 
ernment and the railroads—and highway interests if H. R. 3764 is 
enacted—will be much more detailed and burdensome. 

In every case thus far mutual agreement has been reached on the 
alterations needed and the apportionment of cost. In no case thus 
far has any protest been made against our informal proceedings nor 
has any railroad asked that the formal requirements of the Adminis- 
trative Procedure Act be followed. It has seemed desirable to call 
these facts to the attention of the committee at this time, particularly 
in the presence of other parties at interest, with the thought that the 
committee might wish to consider exempting the Truman-Hobbs Act 
from the formal requirements of the Administrative Procedure Act 
in view of the fact that our simpler imformal procedures have 
apparently been completely satisfactory to all concerned. 

Mr. Larcapr. That is directed by the Army? 

Colonel Minne. The Administrative Procedure Act, Mr. Lareade, 
was passed in June 1946, and required certain procedures to be set up 
governing various hearings. The Judge Advocate General of the 
Army rules that in the case of Truman-Hobbs Act cases we were 
governed by the provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act. 

Mr. Fatiton. Colonel, would vou have the Army prepare an 


amendment taking eare of that? It seems to be a reasonable request 
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Then present it to the committee so that we can consider it when we 
mark up the bill. 

Colonel Mitne. I will have one sent in. 

Mr. Fatton. The committee will adjourn subject to the call of the 
chair. 

(Whereupon, at 11:10 a. m., the committee adjourned subject to 
the call of the chair.) 

(The following statements and correspondence were submitted for 
the record: ) 


STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION 


The American Automobile Association and its affiliated clubs, comprising 

approximately 3,600,000 members, strongly favors H. R. 3764, introduced by 
tepresentative John W. McCormack, of Massachusetts. [t is our understanding 
that this bill is an amendment to the Truman-Hobbs Act of 1940 which exempted 
railroads from the costs involved in the reconstruction or relocation of railroad 
structures over navigable streams, necessitated by waterway improvements 
It is our understanding that H. R. 3764 will accord to the governmental agency 
involved this same consideration as to highway bridge costs. 

Very large expenditures are needed to bring our highways up to meet even 
today’s needs. Unless this bill is enacted, the present law will assuredly involve 
large expenditures of highway funds in various States. It is clearly equitable 
that the highway bridge costs should be a part of the total cost of the waterway 
project—which alone necessitates the highway bridge change. 

Highway funds being so urgently needed for road purposes vital to both peace- 
time and defense, the American Automobile Association strongly urges favorabl 
action on H. R. 3764. 





AMERICAN Association OF Sratve Higuway OFrrictacs, 
Washington, D. C., June 21, 1961. 
Hon. Joun W. McCormack, 
Representative from Massachusetts, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN McCormack: The executive committee of the American 
Association of State Highway Officials, meeting in Washington on June Sand 9, 
reviewed with interest vour bill H. R. 3764 proposing an amendment to the 
Trumen-Hobbs bill on the subject of granting to highway structures the same 
consideration accorded railroad bridges by the Trumen-Hobbs bill. 

I am addressing this letter to you as president of this essociation because T am 
not clear as to what House committee will handle the matter, and also to advise 
vou of our feelings. 

After considering the matter in detail, the executive committee instructed me 
to advise you thet we as an association wish to support vour bill, believing that 
its objective is meritorious, and, further, that when heerings are held in the matter 
that we he given an opportunity to give testimony in support of the measure. | 
am authorized by the executive committee to designate a special subcomun ittee of 
the association to submit such testimony at the appropriate time, therefore, | 
would be grateful if vou could arrange to have me advised some days in advence 
of the time when hearings may be held and before what committee such hearings 
may be held in order that we can make errangements to appear. 

I am informed thet a companion measure, 8. 1608 has heen introduced in the 
Senate by Senator Saltonstall, of Massachusetts, and I am directing a letter to him 
on the subject. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. A. ANprerson, President 


STATEMENT OF HON, Winttiam F. Cannanan, ComMisstoner or Puritie Wort 
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 


The Commonwealth of Massachusetts requests the Congress of the United 
States to pass the two bills, H. R. 3764 and S. 1608, which are now before it, and 
whieh are identical bills introduced into Congress to amend the present act of 
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June 21, 1940. This latter act permits the Federal Government to participate 
in the cost of the alteration of railroad bridges over navigable streams when 
such alteration is required and ordered for the improvement of water navigation 

The purpose of the two bills to amend the Truman-Hobbs Act is to permit 
for publicly owned highway bridges the same arrangements regarding the finaneing 
of alterations which now exist for privately owned bridges carrving railroad 
traffic. At the present time when the Secretary of War and the Chief of Engi 
neers order the alteration of a bridge carrving railroad traffie for the purpose of 
improving water navigation, the railroad‘bears only that part of the cost which 


represents Improvements and betterments to its property, the Federal Govern- 
ment bears the remainder of the cost kixisting legislation requires the owner 
of the public highway, either State, citv, town, or county, to bear the entire ) 

of such alterations to highway bridges, or alterations to the highway portion of 
jointly used bridges. With hardly an exception, this throws an unusual and 
almost impossible financial burden on a smater public or quasi-public body. The 


purpose of the amendment to the Truman-Hobbs bill is to apply the same equit 
able arrangement to publicly owned highway bridges as now pertains to privately. 
owned railroad bridges. 

The Constitution of the United States expressty delegates to 
under its commerce provisions, the authority and reponsibility for the protection 
and promotion of water-borne commerce. As early as 1820 Congress recognized 
its responsibilities on inland water improvements. Since then it has appropriated 
funds for improving the river and harbor facilities as the need requires, There 
seems therefore no doubt that river and harbor improvements are primarily a 
Federal function, 

The present Trauman-Hobbs Act and the existing General Bridge Act (60 Stat. 
812) contain the necessary authority to protect the waterways of this Nation 
against encroachments due to land-borne transportation. To am not suggesting 
a change in these requirements nor does either of the bills H. R. 3764 or S. 1608 
contain any provision for the reduction of congressional control of waterways. 

Under existing legislation, however, the public body which owns and operates 
a bridge for highway traffic is required to subsidize river navigation out of funds 
collected for the maintenance and improvement of highway facilities. This, I 
contend, is an unnecessary and unjustified subsidy of water transportation by 
the user of highway transportation facilities, and it is a subsidy which the available 
highway funds can ill afford. 

Congressional committees, exeeutive agencies of Federal Government, and 
many impartial and well-qualified authorities and groups. after long and pain- 
staking surveys, have reported to you, to the President, and to the general publie 
the dire need of adequate highway facilities. These needs, both for defense and 
peacetime, excced many times the funds available for such improvements and 
exceed any conceivable amount of funds that could be provided. At the present 
rate of highway depreciation and the present financial abilities of the States and 
local communities we will never catch up with the highway needs of this Nation 
but rather we will continue to fall behind. Our high aecident rate and the 
financial losses due to the inefficieney of our present roads are very tangible 
Witnesses to these needs, 

Under present legislation, the funds available to road building are being reduced 
by sizable amounts for the benefit of water transportation. In Massachusetts 
alone in the recent years, for the construction of 12 major highway bridges over 
navigable waters, the increment of cost due to navigation on the basis of present- 
day costs amounted to $4,900,000. This would build a lot of highway improve - 
ments even at today’s high costs of construction. These same 12 bridges annually 
cost this Commonwealth approximately $100,000 a year to operate; this is not a 
maintenance cost but the cost solely to raise and lower bridges for water-borne 
vehicles. For all of New England this subsidy by the highway user for recent 
vears amounts to $28,290,970 with an annual operating cost of 3311,000 and in 
New Jersey, alone, the increased cost of bridges due to navigation amounts to 
$70,000,000 with an annual cost of operation of $1,000,000. These are not all the 
movable bridges over navigable waters in these areas but the figures give some 
idea of the extent to which highway user taxes presently are being used for water- 
borne transportation, 

I have under construction a bridge in Boston Harbor which is costing the 
Commonwealth $4,000,000, the alteration and reconstruction of which was ordered 
by the Chief of Engineers in order to widen the channel through which ships could 
pass. Under present legislation I must provide the entire cost of this improve- 


the Congress, 
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ment to the waterways out of the highway fund, paid for by highway users 
This fund will nowhere near cover the cost of the minimum needs to our highway 
svstem, needs which the Federal Government, its civilian and military units 
are urging me daily to take care of, 

There exi in Boston Harbor two other bridges over navigable streams 








the Corps of Engineers has reported on and which water-borne traffic feels arc 
narrow for their needs or for the Federal plan of in pl ement for t wa 
they cross One carrics solely rail traffic and is owned b 1 Tabroad ¢ i 
Phe alteratio vhen ordered, will under present legislation be financed 1 
by Federal funds Ae ljacent to this bridge is a highwa brick The fe it] 
svstem for both is integral. Yet when the railroad bridge is altered with Feds 
funds, present legislation requires that the alteration of the fender system of 
highway bridge, whieh will thus br required, be paid for solely out of local pu 
high appropriations 

her case in Boston Harbor is the Chelsea Street bridge over Chelsca Creek 
which was built only 14 vears ago bv the citv of Boston at a cost of 8712.000 
Today that same bridge would cost in the neighborhood of $2,500,000 I} 
Water transportation organizati have for some time been pressing for 


alteration of this bridge from its 109-foot clear channel opening to the 175-foot 
opening which the War Department has been establishing for this stream. To 
rebuild this bridge to a 175-foot waterway today would cost in excess of $4,000,000 
Yet the present bridge is fully adequate for highway transportation and is only 14 
vears old Under present legislation, the entire cost of a new structure here will 
be borne bv the citv of Boston or the Commonwealth out of highwav funds even 
thoush such reconstruction in no wav is ré quires ] ty highwav trat sportation but is 


sol-ly for the improvement of a water transport facilit 


Congress has gone on record against the diversion of eer inds, vet present 
legislation creates such diversion The President’s Water Polics 7; Act ar at n 


reached a conclusion the same as the proponents of these bills, that is, that the 
cost of altering highway bridges to meet navigation requirements should be borne 
jointly by the water project and the highway interests on the equitable basis 
This Commission consisted of a group of men of outstanding abilitv, honestv, and 
patriotism, who were aided in the technical phases of their work by the most 
qualified group of engineers and administrators which the Federal and State 
governments and our best universities could produce. 

Lack of an equitable distribution of cost for alterations to bridges for the 
improvement of water navigation actually leads to hampering water-borne com 
merce, Under present le gislation many linproveme nts are delayed because of the 
financial inability of the local community to undertake 
projects when the Vv are needed. 

The bills, H. R. 3764 shag S. 1608, permit such an equ 
the cost at’ alterat 1Ons 0 highway bridges thev, In no Way, interfere with the 
Federal control of wate ice nor do they in any way reduce or restrict the present 
prerogatives of the Chief of Engineers in administering to our rivers and harbors 
I urge therefore their immediate enactment into law, 


ble reconstruction 





table basis for sharing 


STATE OF ILLINOIs, 
DEPARTMENT OF Pusntic Works AND BUILDINGS, 
Springfield, August 31, 1951, 
Hon. Timorny P. SHEenWan, M. C., 
llouse of Representatives, Washington, D. 

Drar CONGRESSMAN SHEEHAN: There has been introduced in the House of 
Representatives a bill designated as H. R. 3764, which would amend the so-called 
Truman-Hobbs Act of june 21, 1940. An identical bill, 8. 1608, has been intro- 
duced in the Senate. 

This department is vitally concerned with the manifest unfairness of certain 
provisions of the present Truman-Hobbs Act and sincerely believes that the bills 
amending it should be passed. A statement giving in some detail the reasons for 
the Department’s position in this matter is attached for vour consideration. 

I hope very much that vou will be favorably impressed by the merits of these 
twin amending bills and that vou will give them vour valued support. 

Sincerely yours, 
Cuas P. Casry, Director 
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STATEMENT OF THE DerrarrMeENT OF PuBLIC WorKS AND BuriLpINGs, Division 
or HIGHWAYS, OF THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


The Congress of the United States enacted on June 21, 1940, an act to pro- 
vide for the alteration of certain bridzes over navizable waters of the United 
States, for the apportionment of the cost of such alterations between the United 
States and the owners of such bridges, and for other purposes (54 Stat. Ch. 409) 
frequently referred to as the Truman-Hobbs Act. Under the provisions of 
this act, whenever the Secretary of War (now Secretary of Defense) orders altera- 
tion of a bridge carrying railroad traffic over a navigable waterway, in order to 
remove Obstructions to navigation, the railroad company bears oniy that part 
of the cost which represents betterments or improvements of its property and the 
Federal Government bears the remaining part. When such bridge is used jointly 
by a railroad and a public highway, the part of the cost attributable to hizh- 
way traffic must be borne entirely by the public agency having jurisdiction of 
the highway. No provision whatever is made for any Federal participation in 
the cost of alterations required in bridges carrying highway traffic only. 

There have been introduced in the Congress two identical bills, H. R. 3764 
and 8. 1608, which have for their purpose the amendment of the Truman-Hobbs 
Act to provide for Federal sharing in the cost of alterations of highway bridges 
ordered by the Secretary of Defense on the same bases as now apply to railroad 
bridges. This department is of the opinion that the present law is unfair and 
inequitable, in that it imposes on highway transportation a subsidy of water 
transportation, discriminates against highway transportation by denying it 
equality with railroad transportation in the method of financing bridge alter- 
ations in the interest of navigation, and places on highway agencies a financial 
burden which they can ill afford. Inasmuch as H. R. 3764 and 38. 1608 will correct 
the unfairness and inequities of the existing law, the Department strongly favors 
their enactment. 

The Secretary of Defense is empowered to order alterations of a bridge over 
a navigable waterway when he determines that such alterations are necessary in 
order to render navigation through or under the bridge “‘free, easy, and un- 
obstrueted.”” In many instances—probably in practically all cases where cost 
is an issue of consequence—a bridge involved did not constitute an obstruction 
to navigation at the time of its construetion. Tt became an obstruction only 
when the waterway it crosses was improved or enlarged. The benefits of such 
improvement or enlargement, as between methods of transportation, accrue s Lely 
to water traffic. Yet the cost of the bridge alterations, which are an integral 
part of the waterway improvement, under present law are assessed wholly against 
highway transportation. Not infrequently such alterations consist of the entire 
replacement of an existing bridge, fully adequate for highway traffic, with a 
structure much longer, higher, and more costly. 

This imposition on highway transportation of the cost of improvements which 
are entirely for the benefit of water traffic is clearly a subsidy to the latter, and 
one which is without reason or justice. It would seem no more unreasonable 
to require water transportation to pay the cost of bridge alterations which are 
made to meet the needs of highway traffic. 

This department has no quarrel with the principle that railroads should not 
bear the cost of bridge alterations required for the betterment of water trans- 
portation. It believes this principle is logical and equitable, but that it applies 
with equal logie and equity to highway traffic. It contends that, by effectuating 
this principle as it involves railroad traffic but not as it concerns highway (rans 
portation, the present Truman-Hobbs Act is discriminatory. If it is just that the 
railroads be relieved of financial responsibility for bridge alterations in the interest 
of navigation, then it is unjust that highways mot be similarly relieved. 

The need for highway facilitics adequate to cope with present-day traffic re- 
quirements has been the subject of many surveys and investigations, conduct d 
at National, State, and local levels. Without exception, to the best knowledge 
of this Department, these have found the present bighway plant grossly deficient, 
and the cost of correcting all deficiencies much beyond the amount of revenues 
that highway traffic can reasonably be expected to produce 

In Illinois, a comprehensive survey of the State primary highway system shows 
that the total cost of improvements needed to meet present deficiencies would be 
$747,547,000, while those needed to meet deficiencies estimated to ocervr within 
the next 10 vears would cost an additional $178,321,000. This is exclusive of 
the cost of completing the Chicago expressway system, which is estimated at a 
total of $563.770.000, of which the State’s share would be $225,173,000 In 
other words, to bring the primary svstem, including expressways, up to reasonable 
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standards within 10 vears would require the expenditure by the State of Illinois 
of well over $1 billion. The Illinois Legislature recently approved substantia! 
increases in the State gasoline tax and truck license fee rates. But even with the 
greatly expanded revenues which will be produced, the funds available for con 
struction during the next 10 years will be far short of $1 billion 

In general, the highway problems of the counties, municipalities, and town 
ships are as overwhelming and as impossible of total solution as is the State's 

The United States Corps of Engineers bas bad under consideration for som 
vears a major improvement of the Calumet-Sag Channel in Cook County, Til 
This project would involve seven State primary highway bridges. It appears that 
consummation of the waterway improvement would require complete reconstruc 
tion of two of these, major alterations of one, and less extensive revision of three 
while one would probably suffice without change. No precise estimates have 
been made of the cost of this bridge construction but $2,000,000 appears to be 
& reasonable approximation of the total involved. In view of its inability to 
finance essential improvements of its bighwav facilities, the State of Illinois is ir 
no position to divert bighway funds in such sum—or in any other amount-to 
Watorway improvements 

This same project involves about 15 other bridges carrying county highways 
or municipal streets. The Department believes that none of the highway agen- 
cies having jurisdiction of these are in position to finance alterations of the bridges 

In view of the inequities and discriminations of the Truman-Hobbs Act as out 
lined above, and of the fact that H. R. 3764 and 8S. 1608 will correet these faults 
this Department is convineed that enactment of said bills is in the publie interest 
Accordingly, it recommends their early passage by the Congress 





House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 27, 1951 
Hon. Cuaries A. Bueniey, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C 

Dear CHartes: I would appreciate it very much if you would advise me of the 
status and possibilities of H. R. 3764, whieh would permit Federal participation 
in the reconstruction or alteration of highway bridges crossing navigable waters 
pursuant to orders of the Department of the Army. 

I am enclosing a self-explanatory letter from Commissioner George G. Hyland 
of the Boston Public Works Department and will be very thankful to you for 
your views and assistance. 

With usual good wishes, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Puitip J. Putin 


Ciry oF Boston, 
Pustic Woris DEPARTMENT, 
Boston 8, Mass., June 1, 1951 
Hon. Prop J. Purerin, 
Tlouse of Re presentatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Drar CONGRESSMAN: There is a matter coming up before the House of Repre- 
sentatives in Washington for Federal action at sometime in the near future which 
is of vital interest to most municipalities and States in the country, particularly 
those located on the coast lines or having navigable waters. IT refer to H. R. 3764, 
which, if enacted into law, will permit Federal participation in the reconstruction 
or alteration of highway bridges crossing navigable waters in cases where said 
bridges are required to be altered or reconstructed by order of the War Depart- 
ment. H. R. 3764 will amend the so-called Truman-Hobbs bill which was 
originally passed under date of June 21, 1940. 

The present Truman-Hobbs bill permits the use of Federal funds to defray the 
cost of the alteration or reconstruction of bridges over navigable waters when 
such alteration or reconstruction is ordered by the War Department for purposes 
of improvement of navigation and if the bridge is used for the purpose of carrying 
railroad traffic or both railroad and highway traffic. The present law, however, 
does not permit Federal participation in the cost, if the bridge is used solely by 
highway traffic. The purpose of the amendment is to correct the inequity that 
exists due to the present law. The War Department—under its authority over 
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navigable streams—continues to have the power to require alterations to high- 
way structures, if in the opinion of said department such alterations are necessary 
in the interest of navigation. As stated, however, the War Department cannot 
participate in the cost that must be assumed by the municipality or State gvov- 
ernment, as the case may be, if the bridge is used solely for highway tratflic. 

The purpose of the amendment is to provide for the highway bridge owner 
the same policy regarding Federal lps mp as the present Truman-Hobbs 
bill provides for the owners of bridges carrying railroad traffic or both railroad 
and highway traffic. 

In 1950, Senator Maybank attempted to correet the inequity in the Truman- 
Hobbs bill by the introduction in the Senate of an amendment to the Federal- 
Aid Highway Act of 1950, then under consideration. His suggested amendment 
passed the Senate but since it had not been considered by the House and had not 
had committee hearings, the joint House-Sepate conferees deleted it from the 
finally passed act. The present act, H. R. 3764, is for the purpose of enacting 
into law the amendment to the Federal-Aid Highway Aet, proposed by Senator 
Maybank last vear. 

The amendment, as proposed, will be most beneficial to all municipalities or 
States that have highway bridges located across navigable waters. While prac- 
tically all States and many municipalities will be beneficially affected by the 
passage of H. R. 3764, it is my understanding that the most interested States are 
South Carolina, “Massachusetts, Maine, Florida, Ohio, and Hlinois. The pas- 
sage of this amendment will be particularly beneficial to Massachusetts and to 
Boston due to the large number of highway bridges that cross navigable waters. 
The case of the Meridian Street Highway Bridge, which crosses the Chelsea 
River connecting East Boston with Chelsea, is a good example of the inequity 
of the present law and the benefits that would be obtained by Boston and the 
State if the above-referenced amendment were enacted into law. 

In 1940, the War Department ordered the alteration of the Meridian Street 
Highway Bridge in order to increase the horizontal waterway clearance to 175 
feet. Since the Truman-Hobbs bill excluded Federal participation by the War 
Department from defrayving the cost of this alteration, the city of Boston and the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts have had to procure the necessary funds for 
this alteration out of other highway allocations, the total cost of which is esti- 
mated at approximately $4,000,000. 

Passage of H. R. 3764 is not expected to relieve the State or eity of any of this 
cost although other very greatly needed highway improvements will have to be 
” ferred because of this work. However, 1am informed that a very strong effort 

s being made to have the War Department order the alteration—for the purpose 
of increasing the channel width—of the next bridge upstream from the Meridian 
Street Bridge, and under the War Department’s program for the development 
of Chelsea Creek, that bridge, also, would be reconstructed to permit a 175-foot 
river opening. This latter bridge at Chelsea Street, East Boston, was built in 
} 


19037 by the citv of Boston at a cost of $711.717.65. It has been in service only 
14 vears. Tf, under persent Federal legislation, the city or State is ordered to 
provide a waterway clearance of 175 feet, as at Meridian Street, the citv or State 

or both, will be put to considerable expense solely for the PUrpose f jmproving 
river navigation. \ new bridge at this location would cost in excess of S4,Q000,000 
On the basis of pre sent-dav Costs, The present bridyve Is adequate fo carry the 
volume and weight of highway traffie to whieh it is subjected and while the 
present structure is verv new for a bridge of this tvpe, unless the Truman-Hobb 


bill is amended, the continued efforts of the maritime interests and others for 
alteration of the bridge clearance, may result, at a relatively early date, in the 
abandonment of the long remaining life of the structure and the high expense to 
reconstruct must be borne solely by the city or State. 

Under existing conditions, the already overburdened real-estate owner in 
Boston is required to pay the cost of bridge alteration and reconstruction work 
that should, in equity, be properly assumed by the Federal Government in the 
same manner that it assumes the cost of bridge alterations in cases where the 
particular bridge is used for railroad traffic or both railroad and highway traffic. 
The suecessful passage of this amendment will eliminate the present inequitable 
condition wherein the Federal Government grants outright financial assistance only 
to corporations, individuals, and other owners of railroad or combined railroad- 
highway bridges, in cases where a bridge is ordered altered or reconstructed in 
the interest of navigation. As stated hereinbefore, if the bridge is used only by 
highway traffic and is owned by a municipality or a sovereign State, the Federal 
Government is legally prevented from rendering any financial assistance. The 
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importance and the equity of having H. R. 3764 enacted into law is obvious, and 
I am certain that this amendment will pass both the House of Representatives 
and the Senate, if all interested parties do their part in pressing for this legislation. 
Thank you for your anticipated cooperation. 
Very truly yours, 
Gerorce G. Hytanp, 
Commissioner of Public Works. 


AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIATION, 4 
Chicago, Ill., July 2, 1951. 
Hon, CHaries A. Buck.ey, 
Representative from New York, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear REPRESENTATIVE BuckLeEy: The American Municipal Association wishes 
to go on record as supporting H. R. 3764 to amend the act of June 21, 1940, 
relating to the alteration of certain bridges over navigable waters, so as to include 
highway bridges. 

The War Department has authority to require alterations to bridges over 
navigable waters. If the bridge is used for railroad or for railroad and highway 
traftic, the Federal Government pays for or shares in the cost of such alterations 
If, however, the bridge is used exclusively for highway traffic, the entire cost of 
alterations falls on the owner, in most cases a State or municipality. 

Previous attempts to eliminate this obvious inequity have failed of passage. 
We urge that the present legislative proposal be acted upon promptly and favor- 
ablv. We also respectfully request that when hearing dates are established 
AMA be pri ileged to present witnesses to testify on the bill. 

Very truly yours, 
CaruL H. Cratrers, 
Srecutive Director. 


May 23, 1952. 
The following wires, received by Congressmen Buckley, Larecade, Brooks, 
Dondero, and Willis, may be considered as the recommendations of a special 
committee of the American Association of State Highway Officials named by the 
president of AASHO in 1951 to consider and report on Hl. R. 3764. Conditions 
did not permit their being present to testify in person. 
H AL H. H ALE, Eree ilive Secretar js 


CALIFORNIA Division or Highways, 
Sacramento, Calif... May 92. 1952. 

Re proposed hearings to be called Friday morning 10 a. m., May 23 on H. R. 
3764 to amend Truman-Hobbs Bridge Act. 

As member of special committee of American Association of State Highway 
Officials appointed to consider proposed amendment, I recommend its enactment 
for following reasons: 

There are in California 64 bridges ecarrving highway traffic over navigable 
streams. If the State orits political subdivisions were forced to move or alter these 
bridges by order of War Department, under provisions of Truman-Hobbs Bridge 
Act the State or its political subdivisions would receive no recompense from Federal 
Government to defray their expenses. By same act owner of a railroad bridge 
would be reimbursed by Federal Government for expense altering such railroad 
bridge when ordered by War Department 

H. R. 3764 will correct this discriminatory existing legislation. 

yay fl \MicCoy, 
California State ITiqhway Enaineer 


LirtLe Rock, ARK., May 22, 1952. 
Urge vour support of H. R. 3764, to amend Truman-Hobbs Bridge Act, now 
before House Committee on Public Works, as its passage is of vital interest 
to the Arkansas highway. 
OLEAN FULLERTON, 
D ector of TTiah wa ‘8, 


Arkansas State II gnway Ly partment. 
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Baton Rouge, La., May 22, 1952. 
Understand H. R. 3764 to amend Truman-Hobbs Bridge Act will be con- 
sidered by House Committee on Public Works tomorrow, Friday morning, 10 
a.m. Louisiana and especially highway department very definitely interested in 
passage this bill because we have been required to expend additional State funds 
on highway bridge required to be moved by Corps of Engineers during construc- 
tion and as result of navigation protests. We were operating under full au- 
thority and permits from Chief of Engineers and Secretary of War but in spite 
of our objections were required to revise plans, renegotiate contract, lose work 
done and expend additional $50,000 on one bridge. Would have our own repre- 
sentative at hearing tomorrow except notice came to us too late to arrange this 
We have over 5,000 miles of navigable waterways in Louisiana and several hun 
dred highway bridges crossing same. 
Strongly urge favorable consideration H. R. 3764. 
GreorGceE S. Coverr, 
Director, Louisiana Department of Highways 
AuBany, N. Y., May 22, 1952. 
Am informed that House committee meets Friday morning to consider H. R. 
3764 proposed amendment to Truman-Hobbs Bridge Act of 1940. © Amendment 
proposes to accord highway bridges and structures same treatment as that 
afforded railroad structures under Truman-Hobbs Act. As president of the 
American Association of State Highway Officials am speaking for our executive 
committee, we heartily endorse proposed amendment and urge favorable con- 
sideration by Congress. 
B. D. Taunamy, 
President, American Association of State Highway Officials 


RicumMonp Va., May 21, 1952. 
Reference H. R. 3764 and 8. 1608 including highway bridges in act of June 21, 
1940, will appreciate it if you will do what you can to further this amendment to 
the Truman-Hobbs Act. We feel this is an important and equitable bill. Trust 
it can be favorably considered. Im my opinion the suggestion made by the 

Director of the Budget is proper. Thank vou. 
J. A. ANDERSON, 
Commissioner State Highway Commission of Virginia, Member of Exee- 
ulive Committee, American Association of State Highway Officials. 


JacKSON, Miss., May 22, 1952, 
This has reference to hearings scheduled for Friday 23d May on H. R. 3764 
amending Truman-Hobbs Bridge Act. Desire to heartily endorse amendment in- 
asmuch as fail to see why any State highway revenues should be diverted to 
finance alterations of its facilities resulting from creating of other publie works 
not directly related with highway transportation systems themselves. Fail to 
appreciate reasoning in relieving railroad of costs of alterations necessitated 
thereby and at same time requiring responsible highway agency to finance its own 
cost. Our highway revenues are insufficient now to take care of traffic demands and 
where added costs are assessed against highway agencies it only tends to dissipate 

our available revenues. Would appreciate your support of amendment. 
R. A. Harris, 
Chief Engineer, Mississippi State Highway Department and Member 
Special Committee A. A. S. H.O. 


SaLeM, OreG., May 21, 1952, 

I urge favorable consideration and approval of bill introduced by Mr. MeCor- 
mack amending act of June 21, 1940 (Truman-Hobbs Bridge Act). Highways 
are as vital to transportation as railroads and logically should receive equal treat- 
ment. Where changes in bridges are made for benefit of navigation, the cost 
should be borne by funds provided for improvement of navigation and not 
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assessed against highway users who derive no benefit from the change. Any other 
course is an unjustifiable subsidy to navigation at expense of highway users. 
R. H. BaLpock, 
Oregon Stale Highway Engineer. 


Austin, Tex., May 21, 1952 
Your Committee on Public Works is considering H. R. 3764 Senator McCormack 
relative highway bridges over navigable waters. I desire to wholeheartedly urge 
vour support and passage of this most progressive legislation that is so badly 
needed by the highway builders of America. 
D. C. GREER, 
State Highway Engineer, Teras Highway Department. 


Boston, M ASS., May 22, 1952. 
As member of the special committee of the American Association of State 
Highway Officials and as action commissioner of the Massachusetts Department 
of Public Works, I urge favorable action on H. R. 3764 to amend Truman-Hobbs 
Bridge Act. 
Puitie H. Kirrievp, 
Acting Commissioner. 


TALLAHASSEE, Fia., May 22, 1952. 
State Road Department of Florida heartily endorses and strongly urges favor- 
able action on H. R. 3764, under date of August 1, 1951. We supplied all of our 
congressional delegation with information showing how important passage of this 
bill is to the Florida Road Department and requested their support of the act. 
We are today wiring all members of the Florida delegation, calling their attention 

to the hearings on this bill and again urge them to give their support. 
‘ ALFRED A. MckKeruan, 
Chairman, Florida State Road Department. 


Baron RovucGe, La., May 22, 1982. 
Congressman OVERTON BROOKs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

Am advised that H. R. 3764, to amend Truman-Hobbs Bridge Act, will be 
called before House Committee on Public Works tomorrow, Friday morning, 10 
o'clock. This is legislation recommended to you by N. E. Lant in letter dated 
March 26, 1952. Governor Kennon and I feel this legislation important to 
Louisiana. Please support this bill in every way possible and advise outcome 
of hearing. 

Georce 8. Covert, 
Director, Louisiana Department of Highways. 
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